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Abstract 

This study aimed at developing a valid and reliable instrument for measuring attitudes 
of primary schoolteachers toward inappropriate student behaviour. A systematic approach 
was used to develop the scale. Results provide preliminary evidence that the new instrument 
(consisting of 13 items on a six-point Likert type scale) meets the standards for reliability. 
Factor analysis with varimax rotation identified two distinct factors: (1) unproductive 
behaviour, and (2) aggressive behaviour. The alpha reliability coefficient was found to be 
0.91 for the total scale, and 0.92 and 0.75 for first and second subscales respectively. The 
factor structure was tested using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), which revealed that 
with a little modification, the identified model had a good fit for the data as all the key fit 
indices demonstrate highly accepted values including Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI)>.95, 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI)>.96, and Root Mean Error of Approximation (RMSEA)< .05. 

Key words: teacher attitudes; inappropriate student behaviour; primary school; 
instrument development. 
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Introduction 

Inappropriate student behaviour is one of the most significant factors that adversely 
affect teachers’ attitudes (Monsen, Ewing & Kwoka, 2014; Yuen & Westwood, 2001) and 
their emotional wellbeing (Anderson, 2012; Angus, McDonald, Ormond, Rybarcyk, Taylor & 
Winterton, 2009; Clunies-Ross, Little & Kienhuis, 2008). Consequently, teachers appeared to 
develop a sense of rejecting the students who display inappropriate behaviour in the 
classroom (Erbas, Turan, Aslan & Dunlap, 2010; Graham, Van Bergen & Sweller, 2015; 
Henricsson & Rydell, 2004) and in some cases, teachers may withdraw themselves from their 
profession (Bas, 2011). 

Research suggests that inappropriate student behaviour can also have a negative 
impact on the learning and engagement of all students (Austin & Agar, 2005; McIntosh, 
Flannery, Sugai, Braun & Cochrane, 2008; Miller, Ferguson & Byrne, 2000), not only those 
who exhibit inappropriate behaviour (Arcia, 2007; Hossain, 2013; Lane, Barton-Arwood, 
Nelson & Wehby, 2008; Sugai & Homer, 2009). Inappropriate behaviour was reported to be 
a key reason for overall instructional as well as administrative time loss of schools (Clunies- 
Ross, Little & Kienhuis, 2008; Godwin, Almeda, Petroccia, Baker & Fisher, 2013, OECD, 
2012) 

Previous studies have also found that while inappropriate student behaviour can 
negatively impact teacher’s responses (Anand, 2014; Durrant & Ensom, 2012; Jensen, 
Sandoval-Hemandez, Knoll & Gonzalez, 2012; Sullivan, Johnson, Owens & Conway, 2014), 
teachers’ inappropriate behaviours can influence students to behave inappropriately in the 
classroom (Angus et al., 2009; LeBlance, Swisher, Vitaro & Tremblay, 2007; Sullivan, 

2009). It is evident that one of the most significant factors impacting on teachers’ behaviours 
in the classroom is attitude (Armitage & Conner, 2001; Yan & Sin, 2014). 

Research shows that students who display inappropriate classroom behaviour are 
likely to be at risk of exclusion from regular schools in various contexts around the world 
including Australia (Van Bergen, Graham, Sweller & Dodd, 2015; Graham et al., 2015), 
Canada (Alberta Education, 2009 as cited in Wishart & Jahnukainen, 2010, p. 184), and the 
USA (Kauffman, 2008). Educational researchers have argued that one of the vital reasons for 
the exclusion of students exhibiting inappropriate behaviour could be linked with attitudes 
teachers hold toward these students (e.g. see Koutrouba, 2013; Marais & Meier, 2010). Hence 
teachers’ attitudes are an important element that needs to be investigated with care based on 
systematically developed instruments. 

Why Teachers’ Attitudes are Vital to Understanding Students’ Behavioural Issues 

Teachers’ attitudes determine how they teach their students in the classroom (Benish 
& Bramllet, 2011). Attitude is “a psychological tendency that is expressed by evaluating a 
particular entity with some degree of favour or disfavour” (Eagle & Chaiken, 1993, p. 1). 
Psychological tendency is referred to as a state that is internal to the individual, and a type of 
bias that predisposes the individual toward evaluative responses that could be positive or 
negative (Eagle & Chaiken, 1993). Attitude comprises three components: cognitive, affective 
and behavioural (Eagle & Chaiken, 1998). Ajzen (1991) argues that the behaviour of an 
individual is predominantly influenced by a number of factors of which attitude is the most 
significant. Attitude is considered to be a key variable in predicting teachers’ intentions in 
several studies conducted in the area of inclusive education (e.g. Kuyini & Desai, 2007; Sato 
& Hodge, 2009; Stanovich & Jordan, 1998). Most importantly, attitude was found to be one 
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of the significant predictors of teachers’ behavioural intention in a number of studies (e.g. 

Sato & Hodge, 2009; Stanovich & Jordan, 1998). Ajzen et al. (2011) emphasise that teachers’ 
attitudes and knowledge regarding particular student types influence their intention to teach 
such students in their classrooms. 

Creating learning space for each student in the classroom is thereby largely dependent 
on the attitudes teachers hold for their students. Evidences from the previous research suggest 
that teachers having less favourable attitudes toward students displaying inappropriate 
behaviour are more likely to focus on teaching behaviours instead of engaging students in 
classroom activities (OECD, 2012; Sugai & Homer, 2009). Consequently, retention of 
students who exhibit inappropriate behaviour in the classroom may be threatened, because 
inappropriate student behaviour has a significant relationship with academic failure leading to 
school dropout (Angus et al., 2009; Jimerson, Ferguson, Whipple, Anderson & Dalton, 2002; 
Homer & McIntosh, 2016). When teachers’ attitudes are understood systematically and 
effectively, an evidence-based suitable intervention could be implemented to shape their 
belief system positively towards each student learning and engagement in the classroom 
(Sugai, & Homer, 2010). In order for achieving the broader goal of inclusive education, 
including all in learning together, it is imperative to underpin research that adequately 
analyses teachers’ attitudes in a systematic manner. 

While attitude is highly important for teachers when responding to students’ 
behavioural issues (Fisher, 2011), it is important that stakeholders involved in teacher 
preparedness better understand the practical dynamics which emphasise the ways in which 
teachers develop their attitudes (Sullivan, Johnson, Owens & Conway, 2014). However, the 
critical point is that the existing instruments looked at some other aspects of student 
behaviour and they were less likely to emphasize on investigating teachers’ attitudes towards 
students’ inappropriate behaviours. For example, Discipline in Schools Questionnaire 
developed in Australia by Adey, Oswald and Johnson (1991) consisted of 19 items each of 
which captured a particular inappropriate behaviour of students (e.g., hindering other 
students, physical aggression to teacher, leaving school without pennission etc.). This 
questionnaire seems to be an effective instrument for identifying students’ inappropriate 
behaviours based on the responses of teachers. However, the ultimate question, whether this 
instrument is suitable for measuring the attitudes of teachers towards student behaviour, 
remains unclear as the design of this scale is less likely to capture the constmct “teachers’ 
attitudes towards students’ inappropriate behaviour”. 

Another instrument, Child Behaviour Survey, designed in Australia by Martin, 

Linfoot and Stephenson (1999) identified four distinct factors including aggression, 
delinquency, disobedience and distractibility. Even though the questionnaire included items 
about teachers’ confidence on dealing with students’ misbehaviours, the focus of this 
instmment was primarily on the identification of students’ behaviour problems in tenns of 
their frequency of occurrence and degree of seriousness rather than on measuring teachers’ 
attitudes towards students who misbehave in the classroom. 

A questionnaire to examine pre-service teachers’ Perceived Seriousness of Pupils ’ 
Undesirable Behaviour (Kokkinos, Panayiotou & Davazoglou, 2004) was designed in 
Greece. Twenty-five inappropriate behaviours of students were included in this questionnaire 
in which the respondents were asked to rate the items based on a 5-point Likert type scale 
ranging from ‘not at all serious’ to ‘extremely serious’. The purpose of this instrument was 
also for identifying the seriousness of various fonns of undesirable behaviours through the 
perception of teachers. 

One of the most recently developed questionnaires used by Sullivan, Johnson, Owens 
and Conway (2014) in their study investigating Teachers ’ Views of Unproductive Student 
Behaviours in the Classroom. This questionnaire was developed in Australia based on the 
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Discipline in Schools Questionnaire (Adey et al., 1991). The questionnaire consisted of 23 
items (e.g., being late for class, talking out of time, physically destructive etc.) in three 
specific factors namely a) Low-level disruptive behaviours, b) Disengaged behaviours and c) 
Aggressive and anti-social behaviours. Participants were asked to report each of the 
behaviours based on a 4-point Likert type scale as Not at all (1), One/Two Days per Week (2), 
Almost Daily/Daily (3) and Several Times a Day (4). The design of the questionnaire 
indicates that it was primarily focused upon the identification of students’ behavioural 
problems in tenns of frequency of occurrence and degree of seriousness, rather than 
measuring teachers’ attitudes toward students who exhibit inappropriate behaviour in the 
classroom. It would seem that suitable scales that systematically examine teachers’ attitudes 
toward students’ inappropriate classroom behaviour are almost non-existent. Development of 
a valid and reliable scale to systematically measure such attitudes is timely and appropriate. 

Context of the Study 

The study was conducted in Bangladesh, a developing country located in the Bay of 
Bengal in South Asia. Bangladesh is undergoing major reforms in education. One such 
reform is the inclusion of students with diverse learning needs in regular classrooms. Another 
significant reform strategy to make classrooms safer for all students is the abolition of 
corporal punishment in schools (Ministry of Education, 2010). Teachers are subject to greater 
penalties if they are found to use punitive measures in schools. 

However, Bangladeshi teachers are traditionally known to be authoritarian in their 
responses to classroom management issues (Akhter, 2003). Corporal punishment has been an 
integral part of classroom management strategies in Bangladeshi school culture for several 
decades (UNICEF, 2008). Bangladeshi teachers used to believe that using corporal 
punishment was the best way to address inappropriate student behaviour in classrooms. 

A relevant study by the authors indicated that Bangladeshi primary schoolteachers 
perceived an increased rate of inappropriate student behaviour in the classroom. The teachers 
were more likely to feel helpless in responding to student behavioural issues due to the 
removal of corporal punishment, as they were largely unaware of positive ways to address 
inappropriate student behaviour (Malak, Sharma & Deppeler, 2015). In other contexts, other 
than Bangladesh, a variety of proactive approaches, for example, positive behaviour support, 
are widely used in classrooms (Sugai & Horner, 2010). In most cases, these create better 
outcomes for both teachers and students alike. However, these practices have not yet been 
implemented in the teacher education program or in-service training program in Bangladesh. 
Although the policy has abolished corporal punishment, no other alternatives have been 
introduced to support policy changes. Accordingly, teachers’ attitudes regarding students’ 
inappropriate behaviour has not been understood in the context of Bangladesh. In the 
following sections, we describe different stages considered to develop the TASIB scale. 

Method 

The present study consists of two separate investigations. Study one, which 
purposively sampled a total of 190 primary schoolteachers, aimed at developing a TASIB 
scale. Study two aimed to examine scale structure with a different sample comprising 1090 
primary schoolteachers. 

Procedures 
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In order to recruit participants for this study, the Director General of the Directorate 
of Primary Education (DPE) in Bangladesh was requested to give permission. Once 
pennission had been granted and ethical approval of the relevant university obtained, the 
education offices of respective subdistricts were contacted and provided with a copy of the 
pennissions letter along with a survey package containing explanatory statements and 
questionnaires. The process of data collection for this study was discussed with relevant 
Upazila (subdistrict) Education Officers (UEO) and Assistant Upazila Education Officers 
(AUEO) of the selected subdistricts. Survey packages were sent to respective education 
offices in all relevant subdistricts. These survey packages were distributed to those teachers 
attending the continuous professional development program during their sub-cluster meeting. 
In a sub-cluster meeting around 50 teachers participated in a day-long training program. 

Development of the Instrument 

The development of the TASIB scale instrument involved the following stages 
(DeVellis, 2011). 

Step 1: Generation of item pool. Two sources were used to generate the item pool. 
First, a review of literature was conducted to identify statements relevant to the measurement 
of participants’ attitudes toward student behaviour (Charles, 2011; Didaskalou & Millward, 
2001; Ding et ah, 2008; Erickson, Stage & Nelson, 2006; Esturgo-Deu & Sala-Roca, 2010; 
Gregory & Thompson, 2010; Kokkinos & Kargiotidis, 2014; Martin et ah, 1999; Nuttall & 
Woods, 2013; Poulou & Norwich, 2000a, 2000b; Romi & Freund, 1999; Shen et al., 2009; 
Sullivan et al., 2014; Sun & Shek, 2012; Wilczenski, 1992). Second, one-on-one interviews 
were conducted with 22 primary schoolteachers to understand their views about the latent 
variable the scale aimed to address. Questions like “how would you define students’ 
inappropriate behaviour?” and “what type of behaviours do you find challenging to manage 
in the classroom?” were asked during interviews (see Author, 2014). Analysis of interview 
data, review of the relevant literature on student behaviour (see Charles, 2011; Erickson, 

Stage & Nelson, 2006; Sun & Shek, 2012) and existing questionnaires on student behaviour 
(see Martin et al., 1999; Romi & Freund, 1999; Sullivan et al., 2014; Wilczenski, 1992) 
helped develop an initial item pool for the proposed instrument. At this stage, a total of 23 
items were developed in Bangla. All items were positively framed. They began with a type of 
student behaviour such as: “students who refuse to follow the teacher’s direction...” and 
ended with a phrase “.. .can be taught in my classroom”. 

Step 2: Response format. Investigating researchers’ views on the use of a Likert 
type scale (Infosurv, 2006) found that five-point scales were widely favoured by researchers. 
However, because of a ‘neutral’ or ‘uncertain’ category, use of a five- to seven-point 
response fonnat is often discouraged (Cummins & Gullone, 2000; Feuerborn, Tyre & King, 
2015). Researchers pointed out that these types (‘neutral’ or ‘uncertain’) of anchors attract 
participants’ responses, as these may involve equal appropriateness for both agreement and 
disagreement (Balon, Franchini, Freeman, Hassenfield, Keshavan & Yoder, 1999; Bond & 
Fox, 2001; DeVellis, 2011). Consistent with contemporary psychometric studies (see 
Anguiana-Carrasco et al., 2015; Lu & Yeo, 2015), we decided to use a six-point Likert type 
scale ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2), Somewhat Disagree (3), Somewhat 
Agree (4), Agree (5), and Strongly Agree (6). 

Step 3: Content validation of the items. Content validation of the 23-item draft 
questionnaire was undertaken in two stages. In stage 1, the draft questionnaire was sent to a 
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panel of experts consisting of three education researchers, two university academics and two 
teacher educators, who were working in the field of special and inclusive education, who all 
had adequate research experience in educational psychology and primary education in the 
context of Bangladesh. The reason for choosing experts within the area of special and 
inclusive education was to get an intense feedback from them about the items as student 
behavioural issues are predominantly discussed within these professionals in the context of 
Bangladesh. These experts were asked to complete three tasks. First, they were asked to ra nk 
each item regarding applicability to measure the construct (TASIB) based on a specific 
response fonnat: 1 = low, 2 = average and 3 = high. Second, they were asked to look at the 
clarity of the items and suggest any changes. Third, they were asked to comment on 
conciseness of each item. The draft scale was revised in line with suggestions and comments 
provided by the panel of experts. Several items were revised and seven items that obtained a 
rating of one were removed. Consequently, a total of 16 items were retained. 

In stage 2, content validation was carried out with a number of primary schoolteachers 
(n-17) who were purposively selected and were not included in the main study. The teachers 
were asked to give their opinion on the 16-item Bangla questionnaire regarding the degree of 
difficulty of items, language used, and any addition and removal of items. Based on the 
feedback received at this stage, wording of two items was changed and three items were 
removed. A number of teachers strongly recommended the removal of those items for 
several reasons. For example, one of the removed items was “ students who physically attack 
their teachers can be taught in my classroom Several teachers commented that to their 
knowledge not one primary school student had ever physically attacked his/her teacher in the 
context of Bangladesh. Finally, a 13-item questionnaire was finalised in Bangla to be used in 
the main study. 


Study One 

The 13-item questionnaire was administered to a sample of 190 government primary 
schoolteachers in the capital city of Dhaka. The study cohort consisted of 52.4% male and 
47.6% female participants. The mean age was 32.5 years and experience in teaching ranged 
from 4 to 20 years while a vast majority (56%) had taught for 10 to 12 years. 

Several statistical procedures were utilised to analyse data for this study. The 
eligibility of the data for factor analysis was screened out with Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin (KMO) 
coefficient and Bartlett’s Sphericity test. In order to determine the factor structure of the 
TASIB scale, principal component analysis method was used with varimax rotation, as it is 
suggested that varimax rotation allows for less correlation between factors (Pallant, 2013). 
Further, the number of factors retained was determined by several procedures that considered 
eigenvalues, scree plotting, and parallel analysis. 

Results 

Prior to conducting any further analysis, reliability of the TASIB scale items was 
calculated by using Cronbach’s alpha, showing a value of 0.91 which is greater than the 
generally accepted alpha of 0.70 or above for determining the internal consistency of a Likert 
type scale (DeVellis, 2011; Nunnaly & Bernstein, 1994). All items had item-scale 
correlations of 0.40 and above. As mentioned earlier, the possibility of the factors was 
detennined by KMO and Bartlett’s Sphericity test. The KMO value was 0.90, exceeding the 
recommended value of 0.6 (Kaiser, 1974) and Bartlett’s Sphericity test was statistically 
significant at p= 0.000 (Bartlett, 1954), indicating that factor analysis is appropriate 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 
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The number of factors was determined by examining eigenvalues and scree plot 
analysis. Factors with eigenvalues greater than one were retained (Henson & Robert, 2006). 
Principal component analysis reveals the existence of two factors with eigenvalues above 
one. The first factor (with eigenvalues 6.77) explains 52.10% of variance while the second 
factor (with eigenvalues 1.469) explains 11.30% of variance. Therefore, the identified factors 
combined explain 63.40% of the total variance, which is widely recommended as an accepted 
value (Sharma et ah, 2012; Ugulu, Shahin & Baslar, 2013). 

A parallel analysis was also undertaken to detennine the actual number of meaningful 
factors, as this is considered to be more accurate compared with eigenvalues and scree plot 
analysis (Hensen & Roberts, 2006). The result shows that the first two eigenvalues obtained 
from Principal Component Analysis (PCA) were larger than the first two values from the 
random eigenvalues by parallel test (Table 1). This analysis suggested that the first two 
factors be accepted. 

Table 1 


Confirming number of factors by using parallel analysis 


Factor 

Eigenvalues from 

PCA 

Criterion value from parallel 

analysis 

Decision 

1 

6.774 

1.449 

Accept 

2 

1.469 

1.334 

Accept 

3 

.883 

1.248 

Reject 


Structuring the factors to better interpret the pattern of item loadings is an integral part 
of analysis (Pallant, 2013). In order to detennine factor structure, an exploratory factor 
analysis (EFA) of the correlation matrix using a PCA with varimax rotation with a .40 cut off 
was utilised. Items for relevant factors were specified based on the highest loading for each 
item. Factor 1, named as Unproduced Behaviour, consists of 9 items such as requesting to 
leave classrooms, complaining, stealing, inappropriate language use, work avoidance, 
unnecessary movement, lying, and refusal to teacher’s direction and classroom rules. In a 
recent study, these types of student behaviours were termed as unproductive classroom 
behaviour (Sullivan et al., 2014). In this paper, the term ‘unproductive behaviour’ refers to a 
range of frequently observed disengaged classroom behaviours (Angus et al., 2009), which 
are not aggressive in nature but are challenging for teachers to deal with in the classroom. 

This factor is related to teachers’ attitudes toward those students who generally remain off- 
task in the classroom, but are not aggressive towards their peers and teachers in the classroom 
(Table 2). Factor 2, named as Aggressive Behaviour, consists of four items, most of which 
are related to students’ aggressive behaviours toward their peers as well as their teachers 
(Table 2). The reliability coefficient alphas for factors were calculated by using Cronbach’s 
alpha, revealing a highly accepted value of 0.92 for the first factor and moderately accepted 
value of 0.75 for the second factor. 

In order to confirm TASIB scale factors, a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was 
performed with a different sample (Study two) using Structural Equation Modelling (SEM). 
The contemporary literature on scale development has largely emphasised testing an EFA- 
created model by using CFA (Jackson, Gillaspy & Purc-Stephenson, 2009; Worthington & 
Whittaker, 2006), as this is a theory driven approach through which factors of a construct are 
confirmed (Tavakol, Dennick & Tavakol, 2011). 
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Table 2 

Factor loadings of the items 


Item 

Items (statement structure: Students who...should be taught Factor loadings 

No. 

in my classroom) 

1 

2 

10 

frequently request to leave classrooms 

.919 


12 

frequently complain against peers 

.897 


08 

frequently steal from others 

.735 


09 

use inappropriate language 

.710 


11 

do not work on assigned tasks 

.710 


03 

frequently move around classroom 

.695 


02 

refuse to follow classroom rules 

.695 


07 

frequently tell lies for various purposes 

.651 


04 

refuse to follow teacher’s direction 

.576 


06 

are verbally aggressive towards their teachers 


.815 

05 

are verbally aggressive towards their peers 


.762 

01 

are physically aggressive towards their peers 


.667 

13 

are disrespectful to their teachers 


.580 


Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax 
with Kaiser Normalization. 


Study Two 

This study involved a survey in which the TASIB scale was used for 1090 
government primary schoolteachers. Participants consisted of 57.7% males and 42.3% 
females. The mean age and mean teaching experience were 34.45 years and 11.09 years 
respectively. Educational qualifications included Masters (26.5%), Bachelor (34%) and 
below Bachelor (39.50%) degrees. With regard to professional degrees, 59.3% held a 
certificate in education (C-in-Ed), 1.4 % held a diploma in education (Dip-in-Ed), 6.8 % held 
a bachelor of education (B. Ed) and 32% (n=349) had no professional degree. This figure can 
be regarded as representative of teaching population in the primary education sector in 
Bangladesh. 

In order to obtain a wide variation in response, data were collected from three 
different locations including urban, suburban and rural schools based on the five-stage cluster 
sampling method. In stage 1, one division (out of 6 divisions) was selected purposively. Stage 
2 involved selection of districts. Three districts (out of 16): one urban, one suburban and one 
rural, were selected randomly (using lottery technique). In stage 3, one subdistrict from each 
urban, suburban and rural district was taken randomly. Generally, the number of subdistricts 
ranges from five to seven. In stage 4, all government primary schools (n-263) in the chosen 
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subdistricts were selected. Typically, the number of teachers in a government primary school 
ranges from seven to ten. In stage 5 (the final stage) all teachers (n-1571) were invited to 
participate in the study. 

A survey package consisting of a questionnaire and explanatory statement was sent to 
a population of 1571 teachers. The package was distributed to teachers in a continuous 
professional development program called sub-cluster training, a day-long training program 
that takes place every month for in-service teachers who are coordinated by Assistant Upazila 
(subdistrict) Education Officers (AUEO) in respective subdistricts. The teachers were asked 
to return completed questionnaires to a cardboard box placed in the training room. The first 
author then received survey questionnaires from the respective AUEOs who were requested 
to send questionnaires using the postal service. A total of 1130 survey questionnaires were 
returned. Forty questionnaires were discarded due to a large number of missing data. 
Therefore, data from a sample of 1090 primary schoolteachers was used in this study. 

Results 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed with the data to evaluate fitness of 
the two factor model by using Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) with AMOS 22. 
Parameters were estimated for the CFA model based on maximum likelihood procedure 
involving fitting the variances and covariance among observed variables. Several key model 
fit indices, as suggested by the relevant literature (see Brown, 2006; Cabrera-Nguyen, 2010; 
Jackson, Gillaspy & Purc-Stephenson, 2009; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006) and used in 

the most recent studies (see Choo, Walsh, Chinna & Tey, 2013; Oncu, 2013; Stuart, Sartorius 

2 2 

& Liinamaa, 2014) including Chi-square (X ), degrees of freedom (df), X /df, Goodness-of- 
Fit Index (GFI), Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), 
Tucker-Fewis Index (TFI), Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) and Root Mean Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA) were used. The first model revealed a poor fit for the data (as to 

2 

have inappropriate values in several of the key fit statistics such as X /df was 9.33, highly 
exceeded the expected value of 3), RMSEA was well above the .06 threshold at .08 and the 
TFI index of .881 was considerably less than the desired .95 threshold (Table 3). Therefore, 
modification of the model was deemed necessary. The modification indices suggested 
changes in the correlations between items 2 and 3, and items 10 and 12. Modification indices 
generally indicate that the data has a high probability to improve model fit (Harrington, 

2009). However, it is strongly suggested that when a model is modified it should have 
theoretical background (Simsek, 2007), that is, modification can be performed between 
meaningfully close items in the same factor when error covariance is added between 
observed variables (Evrekli, Inel, Balim & Kesercioglu, 2010). Since items 2 and 3 and items 

10 and 12 resided within a single factor, the modification was added at once for a new model 

2 

(Model 2). The analysis yielded improvement in fit indices (Table 3). Though X /df is slightly 
over 3 and p is significant at .000, all other key fit indices significantly improved in Model 2, 
especially, CFI > .96, GFI> .95 and RMSEA<.06, which indicates a good model fit for the 
data (Brown, 2006; Hu & Bentler, 1999). 

The new model revealed acceptable Chi-square values. Researchers generally tend to 
use a Chi-square test statistic to find overall model fit in SEM. However, the Chi-square test 
is widely criticised for its sensitivity to sample size (Babyak & Green, 2010; Dickey, 1996; 

Hu & Bentler, 1999; Stevens, 2001), especially when sample size is over 200; typically, it 

appears to be significant (Stuart et ah, 2014). There are also variations in deciding an 

2 

acceptable value of X /df. In the range of two or lower, or three or lower indicates a good fit 
between the hypothetical model and sample data (Carmnines & Mclver, 1981). However, it is 
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recommended that when the ratio is five or lower, it reflects that the model has an acceptable 
goodness of fit (Boyac & Atalay, 2016; §im$ek, 2007). The debate in selecting an acceptable 

Table 3 

Comparison of CFA fit indices in different models 


Model 

x 2 

df 

X7df 

P 

CFI 

TLI 

GFI 

AGF 

I 

RMR 

RMSEA 

Model 1 

597.462 

64 

9.335 

.000 

.907 

.887 

.917 

.881 

.108 

.087 

Model 2 

223.855 

62 

3.611 

.000 

.969 

.961 

.970 

.955 

.070 

.049 


2 

value of X /df and the sample size tendency of the Chi-square test statistic have led to “the 
proposal of numerous alternative fit indices that evaluate model fit, supplementing the Chi- 
square test statistic” (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006, p.828). Therefore, since all the key 
goodness-of-fit statistics, with the exception of the Chi-square test, indicated a great fit for 
Model 2, the two-factor model could be considered an acceptable structure. Figure 1 shows 
the parameter estimation for the model. 
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Figure 1. Path diagram for the two-factor model 


Discussion 

This study reported the development of an instrument, Teachers’ Attitudes toward 
Students’ Inappropriate Behaviour (TASIB), to measure the attitudes of regular primary 
schoolteachers. Exploratory factor analysis identified a 13-item scale with two distinct factors 
which provides evidence that the scale meets the standards for reliability. Confirmatory 
factor analysis using a different sample confirmed that the identified model fits well with the 
data. This means that the 13-item scale with responses recorded on a six-point Likert type 
scale ranging from Strongly Disagree = 1 to Strongly Agree = 6 has the potential to be used 
in wider samples. 

Consistent with literature about the multi-dimensional aspect of the construct ‘student 
behaviour’ (Gazquez et al., 2005; Veiga, 2008), the present study identified two distinct 
dimensions of the newly developed scale, namely, unproductive and aggressive behaviours. 
Student behaviour is a context-specific construct and teachers’ perceptions of inappropriate 
behaviour types can widely vary from culture to culture. Cross cultural studies have shown 
that the views of teachers regarding the seriousness of a particular behaviour vary from 
context to context (see Gu, Lai & Ye, 2011; Lewis, Romi, Qui & Katz, 2005). For example, 
in Greece, aggressive behaviour (Didaskalou & Millward, 2001) and in Canada, Australia, 
the UK and the USA, disruptive behaviour (Gu, Lai & Ye, 2011) were perceived by teachers 
to be the most serious behaviour. In contrast, in China, non-attention (Ding et al., 2008; Shen, 
et al., 2009) was perceived to be the most serious behaviour while aggressive behaviour was 
less serious according to Chinese teachers (Shen et al., 2009). 

Therefore, simply regarding the term ‘disruptive behaviour’ as a whole for measuring 
the attitudes of teachers, without considering the multidimensionality of student behaviour 
could be problematic, as disruptive behaviour is not considered significant for the most part 
in relation to students’ challenging behaviours (Charles, 2011). The newly developed 
instrument has captured the two-dimensional aspect of students’ inappropriate behaviour. 

The newly developed TASIB scale can be applied in various ways in educational 
research. First, it has the potential to contribute to knowledge of teachers’ perspectives about 
student behaviour. In particular, the identification of two distinct dimensions (aggressive and 
unproductive behaviours) of TASIB could provide substantial knowledge to future 
educational researchers in relation to positive behavioural support. 

Second, this scale can fill in a significant gap for researchers who plan to use the 
Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) (Ajzen, 1991) as a conceptual framework in 
investigating teachers’ perspective of inappropriate student behaviour. TPB has widely been 
recognised as a vital framework to understand individuals’ behavioural intentions. In TPB, 
one of the important constructs is attitude, which needs to be understood thoroughly in order 
to predict the behavioural intention of an individual. However, there are not many reliable 
scales available on this construct. The TASIB scale could be useful for those who intend to 
explore students’ behavioural issues based on TPB. 

Third, the benefit of using this scale could be significant within educational contexts 
like Bangladesh, where corporal punishment was recently removed from the school setting in 
2010. Bangladesh has had a long history of punitive approaches in schools. Parental pressure 
and increased attention to this issue (in both print and electronic media) resulted in 
prohibition of corporal punishment. As a result, student behaviour is of great concern to 
primary schoolteachers. In this regard, the TASIB scale, especially the dimensions identified 
therein could allow teacher educators and university professionals in primary education to 
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better understand the practical dynamics embedded within teachers’ attitudes. Consequently 
it will help them design suitable professional development programs for pre- and in-service 
teachers to bring about positive change in their responses to students’ behavioural issues. 

Conclusion 

An important strength of the TASIB scale is that the items included therein were 
actual reflections of primary schoolteachers, as these were primarily derived from the data 
gathered from one-on-one in-depth interviews. Furthermore, the approach that followed the 
development of this scale is based on the results of two different samples, not necessarily 
homogenous in nature. Instead, a relative heterogeneous sample was drawn from a total of 
263 schools ensuring urban, suburban and rural locations. This means, it can be expected that 
this scale will behave well with a wider assortment of samples. However, it is important to 
acknowledge that the TASIB scale has some limitations. For example, the scale reflects the 
perception of those teachers whose schools were located in Rajshahi and Dhaka divisions in 
Bangladesh. Teachers from other divisions may have different perceptions, as the views of 
teachers about student behaviour can vary from school to school within the same region. 
Finally, since the TASIB scale was designed in Bangla then translated into English, it is 
strongly recommended that future users of this scale will be required to test the scale’s 
validity in a different context prior to its use. 
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